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PROVIDING FOR THE CONVEYANCE OF CERTAIN LAND 
OF THE UNITED STATES TO THE BOARD OF COUNTY 
COMMISSIONERS OF LEE COUNTY, FLA. 





January 24 (legislative day, January 16), 1956.— Ordered to be printed 


Mr. McCieELLaAN, from the Committee on Government Operations, 
submitted the following 


REPORT 


[To accompany H. R. 7156] 


The Committee on Government Operations, to whom was referred 
the bill (H. R. 7156) to provide for the conveyance of certain land of 
the United States to the board of county commissioners of Lee County, 
Fla., having considered the same, report favorably thereon, without 
amendment, and recommend that the bill do pass. 


PURPOSE 


This bill would authorize and direct the Administrator of General 
Services to convey all right, title, and interest of the United States in 
and to 7.2 acres of unimproved surplus land to the board of county 
commissioners, Lee County, Fla., without consideration. 


BACKGROUND 


In 1939, the United States Coast Guard selected several sites in 
various parts of Florida where it proposed to establish additional life- 
boat stations. One of the sites under consideration was at Punta 
Rassa, Lee County, Fla. As an inducement to locate a station in this 
community, the county purchased 7.2 acres of waterfront land and 
conveyed it to the Government, with the understanding that the 
station would be constructed and operated thereon. Under this agree- 
ment, the property covered by this bill was conveyed to the Federal 
Government, at a cost of $10, by warranty deed dated August 18, 
1941. Establishment of the station failed to materialize. The Coast 
Guard retained title and possession until October 1954, when the 
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General Services Administration was notified that the property was 


«in excess to its needs. In January 1955 the GSA, after screening the 


‚sentatives.in 


` property with other departments and agencies, to ascertain whether 


there was any further Federal need for the property, determined that 
it was surplus to the needs of the Federal Government and publicly 
advertised the property for sale to the highest bidder. 
When the board of county commissioners learned that the Govern- 
ment contemplated selling the property, they requested their repre- 
ren to introduce legislation in the Senate (S. 2413) 
and House of Representatives (H. R. 7156) authorizing the conveyance 
of ‘the property back to the original donees. 
The onn of this.prop legislation have reported to the com- 
mittee that Lee County paid $3,167 for this parcel of land, and that, 
unless this bill is dud g into law, the property will be sold and the 
county will lose its investment without attaining the objective for 
which the property was purchased and conveved to the Government. 
The committee has been informed that the property intended to be 
conveyed under this bill contains 7.2 acres oi unimproved waterfront 
land which is partly inundated at normal high tide. The property 


is inaccessible by land without trespassing on the adjoining property, 


because a roadway formerly used for ingress and egress is presently 
under water. 

The General Services Administration has recently appraised this 
property and determined that its fair market value is $1,900. Inas- 
much as the United States received the land es a donation for a specific 
purpose and under conditions which have not been complied with, 
and the property is presently surplus to the needs of the Government, 
it would appear equitable that it should be returned to Lee County, 


Fla., without consideration, as proposed by the subject bill. 


AGENCY COMMENTS 


In response to a request from the chairman of the committee, the 
Department of Treasury, Bureau of the Budget, and the General 
Services Administration reported that they are in accord with the 

rpose and objectives of this measure and interpose no objection to 
its enactment into law. The reports and recommendations from these 
agencies are contained herein and made a part of tbis report. 


DEPARTMENT OF TREASURY, 
Washington, D. C., August 31, 1955. 
Hon. Jomx L, McCLELLAN, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Mr. Chairman: Reference is made to the request of your committee 
for the views of the Treasury Department on $. 2413, providing for the conveyance 
by the Administrator of General Services to the board of commissioners of Lee 

nty, Fla., of a certain tract of land situated in such county. 

The purpose of S. 2413 is to convey to the board of commissioners of Lee 
County, Fla., all the right, title, and interest of the United States in and to a tract 
of land in Government lot numbered 2, in section 9, township 46 south, range 23 
east, in Lee County, Fla. 'The land so to be conveyed by this bill, consisting 
of 7.2 acres, was acquired at a cost of $10 by the United States Government from 
Lee County, Fla., by warranty deed dated August 18, 1941, for a proposed lifeboat 
station. However, no lifeboat station was built. The land described in the bill 
has been declared excess to the needs of the Coast Guard. It is our understanding 


‘that the land is presently being processed for disposal by the regional office of the 


General Services Administration at Atlanta, Ga. 
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The Treasury Department has no objection to the enactment of S. 2413. 
The Department has been advised by the Bureau of the Budget that there is 
no objection to the submission of this report to your committee. 
Very truly yours, 
A. N. OVERBY, 
Acting Secretary of the Treasury. 


GENERAL SERVICES ÅDMINISTRATION, 


Washington, D. C., August 31, 1956. 
Ке 8. 2413. 


Hop. Jonn L. MCCLELLAN, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. á 


DEAR SeNATOR McCrELLAN: Further reference is made to your letter of July 7 
requesting the views of this agency regarding S. 2413, for the conveyance of 
certain land in Lee County, Fla. 

The bill directs the Administrator of General Services to convey without con- 
sideration the Government's interest in & certain tract of land situated in Lee 
County, Fla., to the board of county commissioners of the county. 

The tract consists of approximately 7.2 acres of unimproved land. It was 
acquired in 1941 by the United States Coast Guard as a site for a proposed lifeboat 
station. The Coast Guard paid $10 for the land to the Marco Island Land Co. 
which had received $3,167 from the board of county commissioners of Lee County 
to make the conveyance. 

The lifeboat station did not materialize. The property was reported excess in 
October 1954 and was determined to be surplus in January 1955. 

Since the United States received the land as a donation for a purpose which has 
not been satisfied after lapse of a reasonable time, it appears equitable to convey 
the land to the county without reimbursement. 

This agency would not object to enactment of the subject bill. 


The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no objection to the submis- 
sion of this report to your committee. 
Cordially yours, 


Epmunp F, MANSsURE, Administrator. 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, D. C., August 29, 1955. 
Hon. Jomn L. McCLELLAN, 


Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
United States Senate, Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Mr. CuainMAN: This will acknowledge your letter of July 7, 1955, 
requesting the views of the Bureau of the Budget on S. 2413, providing for the 
conveyance of the Administrator of General Services to the board of commis- 
sioners of Lee County, Fla., of a certain tract of land situated in such county. 

E Bureau of the Budget would have no objection to the enactment of this 


Sincerely yours, 


Percy RAPPAPORT, Assistant Director. 
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INEFFICIENCIES IN DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
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Mr. McCueuLanN, from the Committee on Government Operations, 
submitted the following 


REPORT 


MADE BY ITS PERMANENT SUBCOMMITTEE ON INVESTIGATIONS 


I. INTRODUCTION 


As part of the farm price support program, the Department of 
Agriculture, through the Commodity Credit Corporation, has pur- 
chased millions of dollars of surplus grain from American farmers. 
The handling of this grain has presented a considerable problem, since 
its storage requirements have far exceeded commercial storage 
facilities. | 

In order to store surplus grain the Department has been actively 
engaged in the purchase of grain storage bins since 1939. As of 
August 20, 1954, it had on hand 192,878 grain bins with a capacity 
of 843,890,529 bushels. The cost to the American taxpayer for these 
facilities totals $177,217,000. 

: With the tremendous investment of taxpayers’ money in this pro- 
gram, this subcommittee examined closely allegations of inefficiency 
and mismanagement in the purchase and erection of grain-storage 
facilities. The facts made available disclosed that during 1949 and 
again in 1950 a substantial number of the storage bins manufactured 
and erected under the supervision of the Department of Agriculture 
were defective. It was reported that adequate inspection procedures 
both at the field and manufacturing level were not adopted by respon- 
sible officials to prevent such reoccurrences. The failure to take 
proper preventive measures, it was alleged, resulted in the erection 
of a substantial number of defective steel and wooden structures in 
1954. The subcommittee endeavored to determine whether such 
allegations were true and, if the bins were defective, what were the 
causes and responsibilities for their failure. 
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II. INADEQUATE Inspection PROCEDURES ın 1949-50 


In the year 1949 and again in 1950, a large number of bins that were 
purch by the Department of Agriculture were found to be defec- 
tive after erection. The Department of Agriculture endeavored to 
recoup its losses.' The initial problem which confronted the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture on these claims was to pinpoint responsibility 
as to the defects. It was necessary for the Government to determine 
which party to proceed against—the manufacturer who fabricated 
the material or the contractor who erected the bins, or both.’ 

This was found to be most difficult. The bins, when they arrived 

at the erection sites in the various States, were erected without an 
inspection to test the adequacy of the erection or the quality of the 
materials received from the manufacturer? The difficulty was com- 
pr by the fact that the materials when they left the manu- 
acturing plant had passed naval inspection as being in accordance 
with Government specifications, when in many cases this was found 
to be untrue.* The Department of Agriculture was thus forced, 
after the bins were reported as defective, to send out investigators in 
the attempt to fix responsibility between the fabricator and the 
erector or establish the liability of the manufacturer. Their inves- 
tigative reports were used as a basis for recoupment.* 

The weakness of this procedure is graphically illustrated by the fact 
that the Government has been able to collect only $31,000 out of 
$893,864.89 of the dollar volume of the claims outstanding against 
manufacturers and erectors flowing from defective grain bins purchased 
in the years 1949-50.* 

Six civil suits relating to defective bins in the years 1949 and 1950 
have been referred to the Department of Justice and have not yet 
reached the point of litigation.’ One claim originating in 1949 and 
one in 1950 were not referred to the Department of Justice until the 
spring of 1955.° Mr. Bailey, of the Claims Division of the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture, stated in testimony before the subcommittee the 
reason for the protracted delay in referring these cases to the Justice 
Department was due to the lengthy time necessary for developing 
the claims, attempting collection efforts, and assembling evidence 
from the States and counties.? He also stated if the inspections had 
been made at the proper time at the proper places instead of waiting 
until after the bins were erected and making a posterection survey, it 
would have resulted in fewer claims.” 

The Department of Agriculture, even with this experience in 1949 
and again in 1950, did not inquire into the adequacy of the inspection 
of the materials carried out by the naval inspectors at the manufac- 
turing level." An erection inspection was recommended by Mr. 
Edward Molander, senior Department of Agriculture engineer, in the 

1 Ibid p. un ә es ee ee Аана» D3 "purchased by the Department of Agriculture 


on an erected basis. In these instances the problem was not the fixing of responsibility between the manu- 
facturer and erector but rather establishing the liability of the manufacturer 
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е 1949, 1950, 1953, and 1954, but was not adopted. Mr. 
folander, in testifying before the subcommittee on J y 22, 1955, 
stated in effect that if proper inspection procedures at both tbe 
manufacturing and erection level had been put into effect, problems 
with defective grain bins in 1954 probably could have been prevented. ә 


ПІ. Derective Steet Bins In 1954 


In addition to the grain bins purchased during 1949 and 1950, a large 
number of which were defective, reports reached the Department of 
Agriculture alleging that steel bins purchased in 1954 were defective. 
D reports for the most part involved bins sold to the Government 
rn. ra Sivalls & Bryson (hereinafter referred to as B. S. & B.) a 

an City, Mo.,. firm.“ In 1954 the Department of Agriculture 
а 54,338 bins, of which 8,960 grain bins were from B. S. & B., 
under 3 separate contracts and for a total cost of $4,887,020." On 
December 16, 1954, B. S. & B. assured the Department of Agriculture 
representatives of the company’s desire to correct any defects in the 
bins for which it was responsible. 

Mr. Bernard F. Locraft, a Washington civil engineer, was retained 
by the Department of Agriculture to make a study of alleged defective 
grain bins in the four States that had received B. S. & B. bins in 1954.!* 
Accompanied by Washington officials and local Department person- 
nel," he spent approximately 8 days in May of 1955 on a tour of 4 
Midwest States. On May 27, 1955, he filed a written report on his 
inspection trip.'* Mr. Locraft examined erected bins, both filled and 
empty, also bins which had not yet been assembled or erected. He 
examined several bins which were dismantled for inspection, and one 
bin was reassembled under his personal supervision.” He reported 
that there were defects in all the bins he inspected.” In his view 
some of the bins were sufficiently defective that certain parts could 
not be repaired and it would be necessary for those parts to be re- 
placed. The bins are demountable so that when the need for a bin 
at one particular site no longer exists, it can be taken down and re- 
erected elsewhere.? Testimony was given to the effect that the 
buckling and squashing of the side walls would add to the difficulty 
of dismantling and reerecting them at a new location.“ Mr. Locrait 
testified that the bins had open joints which could result in moisture 
and vermin entering the bin nd destroying or damaging the | grain.” 
He offered as exhibits photographs showing these open joints.* 

Witnesses testified that the buckling and squashing of the side walls 
of the bins was caused by errors in manufacture and erection.” Testi- 
mony was given that the variation in the spacing between bolt holes on 


12 Ibid., p, 58. 


z Ibid., appendix, exhibit No. ?, p. 265. 
п ти: p. 4. 
» Ibid. » appendix, supplemental data No. 3, pp. 301-310; p. 16. 


м Ibid., ‚14,11 115. 
® Exhibit? t No. "t, available to the files of the NIME, contains numerous photographs of B. 8. & B. 
bins taken during Mr Lauer > survey I May 
*' Hearings, Grain Bind—Department of y E MN pp. 13-14; Appendix, Supplemental Data, p. 310; 
see also appendix, exhibit No. 2, pp. 354 201. 
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the foundation ring sheets and between bolt holes on the wall sheets 
was due to an error in manufacturing. This resulted in a greater 
perimeter above the foundation rings. 

Mr. Locraft stated that when the erectors placed the superstructure 
of the bin, which had a larger perimeter, on the foundation ring and 
attached it thereto, the foundation ring sheet tended to flatten or 
scallop out.” è 

Dr. H. J. Barre, independent consultant retained by B. S. & B. to 
review the alleged defects in the 1954 B. S. & B. grain bins, also con- 
cluded in a statement of his findings made available to the subcom- 
mittee that the perimeter of the foundation ring was % to 1% inches 
smaller than the upper wall of the bin. He states in the erection of the 
bin it is possible either to increase or decrease this difference in the 
— by the clearance of the bolts of both the wall and foundation 
sheets. 

Mr. Locraft testified that in his opinion the specifications called for 
the top corrugation of the foundation ring to be fabricated so that it 
was centered on the vertical straight portion of the foundation ring.? 
According to his testimony there was not a snug fit between the top 
of the foundation ring sheet and the wall sheet above. Gaps of up 
to three-fourths of an inch were observed." He reported the erectors 
had used long bolts, which were not in accordance with Government 
specifications. These bolts carried the load rather than the corruga- 
tion. The sheets were drawn together by tightening the bolts, but 
in so doing the bin was drawn out of round. Stresses on the metal 
were thus increased and the material began to fail.” 

The officials of B. S. & B. differed with Mr. Locraft’s interpretation 
of the Government specifications. Mr. Lineberry, president of 
B. S. & B., testified that the company fabricated the top corrugation 
so that it was tangent to the vertical straight portion of the foundation 
ring? Mr. Lineberry stated that in his opinion the top corrugation 
was fabricated in accordance with Department of Agriculture draw- 
ings and specifications." 

he chief engineer of B. S. & B. testified the company's method of 
fabricating the top corrugation does not make a stronger bin but the 
bin as fabricated is satisfactory. In support of the company’s posi- 
tion that a satisfactory grain bin was produced by fabricating the top 
corrugation tangent to the vertical straight portion of the foundation 
ring, B. S. & B. officials introduced into the record a report by the 
ы ы ыты Бышы het Rk wishin ker Res ae 
dated July 28, 1955, addressed to the subcommittee, enclosed detailed measurements of 100 B. S. & B. bins 
in Kansas erected in 1954 on sites in 10 different counties. On all of the bins measured the perimeter of the 
foundation ring was 114 to 3 inches smaller than the second ring of the wall of the bin. Mr, Becraft 
stated in this letter: ““We believe that the data is re tative sample of all of the 5,100 [B. 8. & B.] bins 
"o bd. Ze in 1954 (Appendix, Supplemental Data, pp. 313-314). 
8 Ibid DP 12-13 00 Appendix, Bopylemental Data No. 18, p. 291. 


12 Ibid., p. 13. 

Ibid., p. 
34 Ibid., p. 14; exhibit 17, Po p. 290. 
35 Ibid ; appendix, bit 18, p. 291. 


„р. , 
п 1а” De exhibit No. 19. 292. 
„р. ~ 0. 19, le 
In A ом, EIL ланма to D, B A D. Jr ther qrüin Winn, thb adaf- 
pany submi EI M d Mops ne own drawing based on 
'This B. 8. & B. drawing, which was approved by the Departmen quoe еее 
top corrugation to be centered on the vertical t portion of the foundation ring, which 
testified was the proper method of fabrication. (The drawing referred to may be found in the files of the 


"S Ibid, p. 1, 
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Midwest Research Institute, dated July 30, 1955.% This report dealt 
with the stress calculations on the corrugations at the top of the foun- 
dation rings. These calculations are based on a foundation ring 
manufactured according to B. S. & B. interpretation of the specifica- 
tions. These stress calculations show that with a fully loaded bin the 
maximum stress at the juncture of the corrugation and the vertical 
straight portion is approximately 18,200 pounds per square inch. The 
strength of the material as taken from accepted handbooks is approxi- 
mately 40,000 pounds per square inch. This indicates a factor of 
safety of better than 2 to 1. Mr. Locraft formerly had testified that 
there is no appreciable factor of safety in design“ However, even 
with a factor of safety better than 2 to 1 as to the stress on the bolts 
in this area from the loaded bin, this same Midwest Research report 
also states that due to the shear load, “bearing deformation” of the 
metal around the bolts will occur.* Mr. Locraft stated that in prac- 
tically every bin he observed the bolt holes were so ragged and dis- 
torted that moisture could readily enter the bins and damage the 
rain. 

: Mr. Locraft in his 1955 survey also found other defects in the bins 
which he attributed to faulty fabrication. In the "perfection type" 
bin which is sold commercially by B. S. & B.,'he reported finding that 
the distance between boltholes of the horizontal wall sheets of the 
bin was 18% inches.* "The B. S. & B. shop drawings on the “‘perfection 
type" bin which were submitted to the Department of Agriculture and 
were approved did not show the horizontal spacing between boltholes 
on the wall sheets of the bin.“ The specifications require 9% inches 
between bolt holes,* and state that where the details of the drawings 
are not listed, the specifications will control." The Department of 
Agriculture received 900 '*perfection type’ bins under one contract in 
1954 with this greater spacing between boltholes. As late as May of 
this year, when these bins were examined, it was found that this 
greater bolt spacing had caused gaps in the joints, which were closed 
ты гарз and paper and which in some instances were not quite 
tight. 

Mr. Locraft reported incorrect curvatures of the foundation ring 
sheets and the footing pad, which he attributed to faulty fabrication. 
However, it was developed by the subcommittee that the variations in 
the curvatures of the foundation ring sheets might not have been a 
fabrication error, but could have resulted from either rough handling 
at the erection site, poor packaging by B. S. & B., or failure to secure 
and block the component parts of the bin when they were put in the 
rail cars.” The packaging instructions from the Department of 
Agriculture, which were furnished B. S. & B. in 1954, failed to specify 
the number of wall sheets or foundation ring sheets that each package 
shall contain or the weight that can be handled manually at 
destination and bin site.™ 

9! Ibid., supplemental data, No. 8, available in the files of subcommittee. 
= Тыа — data, No. 8, available in the files of subcommittee. 
42 Tbid., supplemental data, No. 8, available in the files of subcommittee. 
«ти, рр, 80; appendix, exhibit No. 2, p. 260. 


4 Ibid., p. 121. 
* Ibid. 


a Ibid., su mental data, No. 13, appendix, p. 318. 
: ni" exhibit No, 7, appendix, p. 205 


„рр. 
V Tbid., p. 236; exhibit No. 29, appendix, p. 298, 
и Ibid. exhibit No. 8, appendix, pp. 269, 276. 
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One of the erectors stated that foundation ring sheets and wall 
sheets that were received from rail cars were in a damaged condition.” 

In measuring certain foundation pads Mr. Locraft reported © 
that the radius of bend varied from 7 feet 6 inches to 9 feet.™ 

The Department specifications provide that the foundation pad shall 
be so fabricated that when the foundation ring is placed on the 
foundation pad, they can be readily assembled without alterations 
and bolted together.“ Again, Mr. Locraft reported that in some 
instances during assembly of the bin the erectors had not inserted the 
bolt at the end of the foundation pad into the foundation ring sheet,” 
due to the short radius of the foundation pad and the fact that it was 
rigid and stiff.” This fault has the effect of preventing a great section 
of 9 feet on each side of the foundation pad from doing its job, and 
in the event it is called upon to resist overturning when the bin is 
empty, it may give way.” 

he fact that the erectors in most cases were working under contract 
and were allocated a certain amount of time to erect the bins might 
have been a factor in the bolt not being in place. It was established 
that in many cases if the erector had devoted extra time to the task, 
the foundation ring could have been securely attached.” Mr. Locraft 
stated that the erectors could insert the bolts in the foundation pads 
but he felt “it takes a little doing.” 

When een concerning the short radius of the foundation pads 
were receiv by the manufacturer in 1954 from the State of Minne- 
sota, Mr. Paul Clarke, a B. S. & B. engineer, visited 2 sites in Minne- 
sota where 195 B. S. & B. bins were being erected by the Rolph Con- 
struction Co. Upon the completion of his inspection he noted in his 
field trip report dated August 27, 1954 :*! 

A mechanical ditch digger was being used that was digging a level and round 
excavation 6 inches wide. The assembled foundation ring and foundation pad 
was then “pried” into place making a rough-looking ring without much peening 
and grouting. It was decided that the foundation pads’ tight radius was the 
worst aggravation. 

Mr. Wheeler, chief engineer of B. S. & B., when questioned by the 
chairman of the subcommittee on August 4, 1955 whether or not the 
tight radius of the foundation pad was due to faulty fabrication, 
stated: 

Mr. WHEELER. The foundation pad is manufactured according to specification 
which requires a plain sheet of steel with no galvanizing on it to be fabricated 
and then the part is hot dipped in zinc to put the coating on it. When these 
parts were fabricated, we ran some experiments to find out what happened when 
the pe was dipped in the galvanizing bath. We found that the part when dipped 
in the bath expanded and changed radius. So in the manufacture of these parts 
we made a special gage to roll these р» to a tighter radius so that when they 
were dipped in the galvanizing bath they would come to the correct radius. 
It is an apparent result from the steel mills that no two pieces of steel, even 
in the same run of heat of steel, are alike. Jt was found that there were slight 
variations when the parts were hot-dipped galvanized. In this particular instance 
when the erector found it in the field, B. S. &. B. recognized the problem, and 


9 Tbid., p. 236; exhibit No. 29, appendix. p. 298, 
u The of the foundation istwofold. Oneis ^ distribute the load over the foundation material 


to keep the bin from settling into pee The other is to engage the surrounding earth to keep the bin 
from blowing over when it is empty (p. 6). "i 
Hearings, Grain t of Agricul p. 8. 


и в 
s Ibid., data, No. 131, appendix, p. 3 
и 


11, 
» РТ. 
“ exhibit No. 24, appendix, pp. 294-295. 
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sent this man up there to discuss the problem with them, and showed them how 
to straighten those foundation pads to the correct radius. B. S. &. B. paid the 
contractor for doing that, showing our intent of putting satisfactory parts out in 
the field. If any other contractor had come to us, which none of them did, we 
would have done — same thing, sir. [Ttalics supplied.) 


The CnmargMAN. To that extent, you felt the responsibility was on the manu- 
facturer? 


Mr. WHEELER. Yes, sir. 


The CmHAiRMAN. And, therefore, you undertook to correct that and did in this 
instance? 


Mr. WHEELER. Yes, sir. 


Mr. Wheeler explained that this short radius of the foundation pad 
was not corrected by the manufacturer because it was very difficult, 
though he conceded it could have been done.” 

In summarizing the condition of the 195 B. S. & B. bins in 
Minnesota and recommending certain corrective measures, Mr. 
Clarke also made the following observations in his field trip report, 
dated August 27, 1954: 


The^bins as a group were good with the exception of the foundation pad and the 
foundation ring, The increasing of the pad radius to specifications will speed up 
the ring setting and rounding, but in the future, besides closer watch on the pad 
fabrication, a method of holding or restriking the foundation ring is indicated for 
ease of erection and a better appearing bin at the ring joint. 

However, at the time of Mr. Clarke’s field trip and report, the last 
shipment of B. S. & B. bins sold to the Government in 1954 had already 
left the plant on August 13, 1954.* 

Mr. Locraft also reported a large number of errors by the erection 
contractors in the B. S. & B. bins he examined in 1955. In the 
majority of instances he felt the bins were erected carelessly and with- 
out regard for contract specifications.” 

He found the following errors for which he felt the erectors were 
responsible: 

1. The bin floors were too close to the grade of the ground outside 
of the bins, indicating that required backfill under the steel floors was 
not provided.** 

2. In many instances the bolt heads were placed on the inside of 
the bins, leaving the bolt holes unprotected from the outside weather 
because there were no washers under the nuts. "The specifications 
provide that the bolts be placed with heads and washers on the 
outside." 

3. Several bins were erected with different gage material in the same 
ring, thus forming open joints due to different weight of materials and 
corrugations.” 

4. Roof hatches and ladder were so located as to interfere with use 
of the bottom door.* 

5. Several bins examined had bolts or washers missing.” 

6. Calking of joints for weather tightness and grain tightness as 


observed was meagerly done. Rags were used very often as a calking 
medium.” 
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IV. Navar Survey or B. S. & B. Bins} 


Following Mr. Locraft’s report and its implied criticism of Navy 
inspection, the Office of Naval Material made a survey in June 1955 
of 2,310 B. S. & B. bins, about one-fourth of the total number sold 
to the Government in 1954." In this survey naval inspectors visited 
49 sites in 3 States within an 8-day period and observed 1,500 
B. S. & B. bins in Kansas, 675 in Illinois, and 135 in Iowa.” This 
survey did not entail a complete examination of the interior and 
exterior of the bins, nor were any of the bins dismantled and reas- 
sembled.” Upon the (— of this 8-day survey they concluded 
that only 3.03 percent of the 2,310 bins were in poor condition.” 

However, further information, based on subsequent inspections of 
these same 2,310 B. S. & B. bins, was developed before the subcom- 
mittee on August 2, 1955. Between July 1 and 12, 1955, Mr. Wendell 
Becraft, the State administrative officer of the Department of Agri- 
culture in Kansas, made a detailed inspection of 428 of the 1,500 
B. S. & B. bins surveyed by the Navy inspectors and found that 85 

ercent of the 428 bins which contained grain had sidewalls tbat had 

ulged and squashed.” On July 28, he inspected an additional 240 
of these 1,500 bins and found that 92 percent of the bins which con- 
tained grain had sidewalls that buckled and squashed.” The State 
administrative officer also testified that on the basis of the bins sur- 
veyed in July 1955, all the 5,100 B. S. & B. bins that contained grain 
and that were erected in Kansas in 1954 would eventually bulge and 
squash.” ; i 

'The following testimony was also elicited: 

The Cuarrman. What additional burden is placed upon the Federal Govern- 
ment after it has purchased and erected bins that prove to be defective, according 
to gon inspection and what you found? 

r. BEcRAFT. Well, there are a number of things. In the first place there is 
some additional difficulty as far as the ordinary maintenance of the bins and some 
difficulty in caring for the grain because of the necessity for moving it from time 
to time because of the moisture that might get into it or grain that might be 
leaking from the bins. 

The CHAIRMAN. In other words, the Government is put to extra cost in moving 
the grain, in loss of grain that leaks from it, and in emptying the bins to make 
repairs on them? 

Mr. Becrarr. We have had to move the grain from 17 bins now because of 
defects of the bins. 

The Cuarkman. In order to make repairs? 

Mr. BecrArt. We have to move the grain out because of the bulging or 
squashing or the leaking of grain. 

The CHAIRMAN. Those bins, after the grain is moved out, are they repaired 
and placed back in use? 

oa Becrart. They have not been repaired, I don’t believe, to date, any 

of them. 

The CHAIRMAN. Can they be repaired? 

Mr. Becrarr. I think they might be repaired, yes. 

The Cuarrman. Would it be an expensive operation to put them back into 
condition so they can perform the service for which they are intended? 

Mr. Becrart. I think it might be rather expensive, sir, yes (p. 66). 


Further evidence was also introduced into the record as to the 
condition of the 675 B. S. & B. bins in Illinois which were surveyed 


7! Ibid., pp. 62-64. 
n Ibid., p. 109, exhibit No. 2, appendix, pp. 254-261, 


" Ibid? Канын No. 2, dix, p. 260 
.y O 0. 2, ap x, p. b 

1 Tbid., pp. 62-64. ai 

1 Ibid., pp. 64-65, 

"' Ibid., p. 66, 
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by naval inspectors in June 1955. Mr. Marvin L. McLain, Director 
of the Grain Division, Department of Agriculture, in a letter dated 
August 1, 1955, informed the subcommittee that 704 of the 1,000 
B. 5. & B. bins had sidewalls that had bulged and squashed.” 


V. INADEQUATE Navat INsPEecTION or Steet Bins 1n 1954 


The 8,960 B. S. & B. bins purchased by the Department of Agri- 
culture in 1954 were certified by naval inspectors upon leaving the 
manufacturers plant as being in accordance with Government 
specifications.” . 

The Department of Agriculture has utilized the inspection facilities 
of the Office of Naval Material for inspection of grain bins since the 
year 1949.% This service is available to all Government agencies on 
a reimbursable basis.. The interested Government agency in request- 
ing an inspection is required to “specify the services desired.” 8 

+ 1954 the letters from the Department of Agriculture directed to 
the naval inspectors in the various States requested an inspection of 
the materials to determine if they were in conformance with speci- 
fications and drawings which were submitted by the Department of 
Agriculture to the inspection office. It was also requested that the 
Navy provide a loading inspection to insure delivery of the materials 
in a satisfactory condition.* 

Mr. Christiansen, the Assistant Head of the Inspection Branch, in 
Washington, D. C., stated that the naval inspectors were inspecting 
grain bins in 1954 with the safhe information and on the same basis 
that they had been inspecting bins since 1949.4 Mr. Gibson, the 
chief inspector in the Kansas City area, responsible for the inspection 
of B. S. & B. bins in 1954, testified that he was confused as to what 
the instructions in 1954 meant.* He nevertheless failed to seek any 
clarification from the Department of Agriculture.” 

No one for the Navy Inspection Service during the year 1954 asked 
for any clarification from the Department of Agriculture relating to 
this inspection request.” 

Mr. Christiansen testified he had stated to the Department of Agri- 
culture 3 months prior to the beginning of the subcommittee's grain 
bin hearings that its inspection request was ambiguous and subject 
to misinterpretation.5 Mr. Christiansen in his testimony before the 

subcommittee in August 1955 reiterated this view and stated that, 
according to his interpretation, only an inspection of shipping boxes 
was requested.* However, after the Department of Agriculture's 
letter of request to the Navy Department was reread to him by Senator 
Mundt, he changed his testimony and admitted that it was clearly 
stated that there should be an inspection of material as well as the 
shipping boxes.” 
“n Ibid., exhibit No. 20, appendix p. 293. > 


” Ibid., p. 109, 
V Ibid., p. 86, 


VU Ibid., p. 94. 

8! Tbid., exhibits Nos. 5 and 6, appendix, pp. 264-265. 
M Tbid., p. 93. 

9 Ibid., p. 117. 

9 Ibid., p. 96. 

™ Ibid., p. 96. 


w Tbid., p. 96. 
v Ibid., p. 99. 
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Mr. Christiansen and Mr. Gibson both testified that the drawings 
and specifications which accompanied the written request were inad- 
equate and that they should be modified in order to facilitate the 
work of naval inspectors and increase the likelihood of a structurally 
sound and weathertight grain bin for future procurements.” 

Mr. Gibson in fact testified that his office had not realized the in- 
adequacy or incompleteness of the drawings and specifications until 
June 12, 1955, when the matter was brought to his attention by Mr. 
Duffy of the staff of the subcommittee.” 

Mr. Gibson’s office used these same drawings and specifications on 
T 23, 1955, as a basis of inspection in Kansas City when 25 new 
B. S. & B. foundation rings were passed by naval inspectors subject 
to final acceptance at destination even though the deficiencies in the 
drawings were brought to his attention on June 12, 1955." These 
same foundation rings were rejected before erection by Department 
of Agriculture engineers when they were examined at the erection site 
and found not to meet contract requirements.” 

As to the 1954 inspections of B. S. & B. bins, Mr. Christiansen con- 
ceded the inspectors in the Kansas City area should have requested 
clarification or asked for more detailed drawings from the Department 
of Agriculture, especially with regard to the omission of dimensions 
and tolerances in the drawings.” 

The inspectors, however, instead of asking for more detailed draw- 
ings, proceeded to use, in certain instances, B. S. & B.’s own shop 
drawings, which were available in the plgnt but had not been submitted 
or approved by the Department of Agriculture engineers.* The 
naval inspectors in using unapproved drawings violated intra-Navy 
inspection procedures of bor standing." The inspectors followed this 
incorrect procedure when they examined B. S. & B. “perfection type” 
bins.* The drawings used contained a bolt spacing of 18% inches п 
the horizontal wall sheets of the bin, which was contrary to Depart- 
ment of Agriculture specifications which stipulated 9% inches for the 
bolt spacing.” The consequences of the error are set forth in section 
III of this report. 

In order for an inspector on the job to perform his duties properly 
it is axiomatic that he first receive proper instructions as to the type 
of inspection he is supposed to carry out. It was developed at the 
hearings that in the case of the Navy inspection of B. S. & B. bins in 
1954, some inspectors received specific instructions as to the type of 
inspection they were to perform and some did not receive any instruc- 
tions at all.'® 

As to the actual inspection, Mr. Gibson testified that the first step 
for a proper inspection was to check and approve a sample or pilot 
model bin, fabricated and erected by the manufacturer, in order to 
determine if it met Government specifications and could be assembled 
easily." Neither the Department of Agriculture nor the Naval 
Inspection Service requested B. S. & B. to erect a pilot bin in 1954. 

79 Ibid., pp. 89, 91, 111. 

е Тый. р. 101 


® Thid., pp. 147-148. 
m Ibid., pp. 147, 148, 154. 


De 
% Ibid., pp. 91-93, 134-135. 
” Ibid., p. 93. 

9 Tbid., pp. 121, 134-135. 
*! Tbid., pp. 133-135. 
100 Ibid., p. 120; signed statements from the Navy inspectors who carried out the inspection of B. & & B. 

bins in 1954 are printed in the appendix. See exhibits 9 through 13, 

ш [bid., pp. 110, 118. 
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B. S. € B. did, however, voluntarily erect a sample bin, and the Navy 
ee proceeded to inspect it without drawings and specifications 
not knowing at the time it was his responsibility to determine if 
the bin met Government specifications. The fact that an engineer 
from the Department of Agriculture, who was accompanied by an 
official of the Grain Division, also made an inspection of the bin at 
the same time, but passing only on certain deviations requested by 
the manufacturer,'” confused the Navy inspector as to the role he 
was to play in the inspection of the bin, as indicated by his signed 
statement as found in exhibit No. 9, page 281 of the hearings: 

Mr. Molander said he thought it was one of the nicest grain bins, but he said 

it was up to us to decide whether the bin was in proper condition. After looking 
at the pilot bin, I asked Mr. Molander and Mr. Cummings for a report as to their 
inspection, but I never received one and I was informed that it was up to us to 
make the inspection. 
This sample bin was constructed of parts taken from 1953 inventory 
rather than from material produced in 1954 under the contracts 
involved.'* There was no naval inspector present during the erection 
of this bin, although one of the purposes of inspecting the pilot model 
is to determine if the parts coda be easily assembled.'* The naval 
inspectors did not check to see whether the material used to construct 
the bin was taken from current production even thovgh it was ad- 
mitted to be a requirement for an adequate inspection.’ 

Mr. Locraft testified that if a sample structure utilizing 1954 pro- 
duction material had been erected and examined, certain of the fab- 
rication errors would have been detected.’ 

Subsequent to the pilot model inspection, the Navy inspectors 
themselves admitted they failed to check parts of the grain bins, such 
as the footing pads," proper formation of the corrugation of the 
foundation ring,"* and distances between bolt holes," even though 
they certified all the component parts of the bins to be of the quality 
and kind called for by the specifications. 


ҮІ. Derective WoopeEn Bins ın 1954 


On April 19, 1954, the Department of Agriculture purchased 540 
wooden bins from the Lloyd R. Reeves, Inc., of Los Angeles, Calif. 
North Dakota was supplied with 245 of these structures, Kansas 130, 
Minnesota 105, Colorado 25, and Montana 35. The Reeves company 
erected all but five of these bins. The total sum received by the 
company from the Department of Agriculture for the bins plus erection 
was $1,069,005.50."° The inspection of these bins had also come 
under the jurisdiction of the Navy, and the lumber for these 540 
bins had been certified by the Navy to be in accordance with Govern- 
ment specifications when it left the manufacturer's plant.'" 

In June and July of 1954, the agricultural State offices in North 
Dakota, Kansas, Minnesota, and Colorado reported to the Department 


12 Thid., p. 59. 

19 [bid., р. 59. 

10t [bid., pdt, exhibit No. 9, p. 280. 
103 Ibid., p. 1 

108 Tbid., pp. $, 0 

10 Ibid., oss. exhibits 9-13. 

1% Ihid, +B. Se appendix, exhibits 9-13, 
10 Ibid., p. 25, appendix, exhibits 9-13. 
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of Agriculture that the lumber they received from the Reeves company 
in 1954 was of poor quality. 

The Department of нн senior engineer, on a visit to 
Colorado in response to a complaint regarding these bins, reported 
on June 8, 1954, that the lumber examined was a poor grade No. 3 
common Douglas fir,"? which should not have been passed by the 
Navy inspectors as being in accordance with Government specifi- 
cations. 

'The Reeves company, upon being notified that its lumber had been 
found to be of poor quality, took steps to remedy the defects.''* The 
bins were finally accepted in Colorado, but each structure had been 
patched with small pieces of sheet metal to cover the knotholes and 
cracks, It is estimated that approximately 200 patches per bin are 
re uired to make the bins structurally sound and grain- and weather- 
tight. 

"The agricultura! State office in North Dakota reported to the 
Department of Agriculture on July 22, 1954, that the lumber in the 
Reeves bins was of poor quality. A determination could not be 
made whether or not the lumber was in accordance with Government 
specifications because no one in the State office was qualified to grade 
it. When an engineer was not furnished, the bins were accepted on 
the basis only that they were grain tight. They were made grain 
tight by the Reeves company by patching the knotholes of the bins.''* 
Nevertheless, on July 1, 1955, North Dakota reported to the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture that the bins were generally unsatisfactory and 
that there would be a maintenance problem in the future." 

The agricultural State office in Minnesota reported to the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture on June 25, 1954, that the lumber they received 
from Reeves was not of good quality. Here also it was reported on 
June 2, 1955, that there was a prevalent number of knotholes which 
had to be covered over with tin to prevent the grain from leaking out.'** 

The agricultural State office in Kansas reported on June 14, 1954, 
that the lumber they received in 1954 from the Reeves company for 
the construction of 130 bins was of poor quality." An engineer was 
requested from the Department of Agriculture to examine the lum- 
ber and determine if it was in accordance with Government specifi- 
cations. The Department of Agriculture in Washington answered 
that there was no engineer available and requested the agricultural 
State office in Kansas to make its own determination if the bins were 
acceptable!” 

Mr. Becraft, head of the agricultural State office in Kansas, testified 
before the subcommittee that the lumber was so full of knotholes it 
took two men to carry a 1 by 4 sixteen-foot piece of lumber to keep it 
from breaking.’ After the Reeves company had patched the knot- 
holes with tin, the bins were accepted on the basis that they would 
hold grain.*? 

и? Ibid., appendix, supplemental data, p. 311, 

ns Ibid., pp. 54-55. 

114 Tbid., anpendix, supplemental data, p. 317. 

15 Tbid., appendix, supplementa! data, p. 316. 

"è Ihid., appendix, supplemental data, p. 312. 

ut Thid., p. 55. 

us Ibid., appendix, supplemental data, p. 311; p. 56. 

19 Thid., p. 74. 


10 Thid., pp. 74, 80. 
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INEFFICIENCIES IN GRAIN BIN PROGRAM 13 


Due to the defective lumber furnished Kansas in 1954, an extra 
month was taken after the erection of the bins to decide whether or 
not the wooden bins would be accepted. As a result of this delay 
and indecision it was found necessary to order 45 additional steel bins 
to store grain."* Mr, Becraft testified that if the Reeves lumber had 
not been defective these wooden bins would have been erected and ac- 
cepted in time to handle this grain, and the 45 steel bins would not 
have been necessary. Mr. Becraft also testified that poor lumber 
in the Reeves bins in Kansas would cut short the life of these bins and 
cause a maintenance problem in the future.'? 

It is to be noted that the only claim filed on these 1954 wooden bins 
involve the structures supplied in North Dakota. This letter from 
the Department of Agriculture, dated October 30, 1955, notifying the 
company of certain defects in the bins, is quoted in part: 

Among the defects that have been particularly noted in breach of said contract 
are: 

1. Leaks in roofs and other portions of buildings, 

2. Inadequate nailing and cementing of paper on roofs. 
3. Inadequate fastening of doors, hinges and hasps. 

4. Bottom ring does not fit foundation. 

It is not implied by the particularization that defects are limited to those enu- 
merated. These defects are found in varying degrees in the State of North 
Dakota. In view of the warranty contained in your contract, you and your surety 
are responsible for the correction of all defects, either existing or hereafter de- 


veloping from the present existing defects, and are liable to Commodity Credit 
Corporation for any damages flowing therefrom. 
Appropriate steps to correct the defects to the satisfaction of CCC and to effect 


replacement in whole or in part without expense to CCC must be undertaken by 
you promptly. 


VII. CoxcLusıons 


RESPONSIBILITY FOR GRAIN BIN PROCUREMENT, SPECIFICATIONS, AND 
INSPECTION 


The Commodity Credit Corporation of the Department of Agri- 
culture is obligated to procure grain storage facilities and bins under 
the Department of Agriculture's price-support program. 

The Department of Agriculture, since 1949, has arranged with the 
Navál Inspection Service of the Navy Department, on a reimbursable 
basis, to establish proper and adequate inspection procedure at the 
manufacturer’s plant to assure that these materials meet specifications. 
The Department of Agriculture has been responsible for the furnishing 
of adequate specifications and plans to the Naval Inspection Service. 

The Department is responsible for establishing a proper inspection 
at the erection site to see that the bins are erected according to 
Government specifications. 


CONFUSION AND LACK OF COORDINATION 


The metal grain bin program of 1954 was handled in an atmosphere 
of confusion, gross carelessness, and a lack of coordination which was 
compounded by the division of responsibility between the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture, Naval Inspection Service, and State agricultural 
offices to whom the bins were delivered. 

13 Ibid., pp. 75, 77. 
ім ТЫЙ; p. 75. 


15 Tbid., pp. 80-81, 
18 Tbid., Pp. 76-77. 
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FAILURE TO PROFIT BY ERRORS 


During 1949 and 1950, the Department of Agriculture purchased 
a large number of bins which were found to be defective. The 
inability to fix responsibility between the fabricator and the erector, 
or in other instances to establish the liability of the manufacturer, 
was due to lack of proper inspection procedures. As a result only 
$31,000 out of $893,864.89 of claims for defective bins erected in 
1949-50 has thus far been collected. 

In 1954 a large number of metal grain bins were purchased under 
the grain storage bin program and many have been found to be 
defective. Errors in manufacturing by Black, Sivalls & Bryson of 
Kansas City, Mo., coupled often with poor workmanship on the part 
of the erectors, has caused many of the side walls of the bins to 
buckle and squash. 

The fact that some of these bins are neither weather nor grain tight, 
the fact that moisture and vermin might enter the structures, and the 
necessity of moving the grain to new bins to prevent its deterioration 
and contamination have made the 1954 grain bin program unneces- 
sarily costly to the Government. 

The Department of Agriculture did not adopt sufficient corrective 
measures following the mistakes made in 1949 and 1950. It was 
aware that the losses in the erection of defective bins were caused by 
the lack of proper specifications, failure to provide for proper inspection 
of materials at the manufacturing plant, and failure to provide for 
proper inspection at the site of erection. Despite this knowledge it 
failed to remedy the situation by providing adequate specifications 
and inspection in 1953-54. From the number of defective grain bins 
in 1949 and 1950, the Naval Inspection Service knew or should have 
known of the deficiencies in its inspection service. 

The Department of Agriculture and the Naval Inspection Service 
were both guilty of gross inefficiency and demonstrated poor business 
management and lack of initiative and judgment. 


WOODEN BINS 


Wooden bins purchased by the Department of Agriculture in 1954 
from the Reeves Company of Los Angeles, Calif., and other companies, 
were found to be defective. The Department of Agriculture is 
severely criticized for its negligence and inefficiency in failing to act 
and process claims when defective wooden bins were reported. The 
Navy Department likewise is severely criticized for its negligence and 
inefficiency in wrongfully certifying that defective lumber met 
Government specifications. The negligence and inefficiency of these 
Departments has resulted in a considerable loss to the Government. 


ERRORS 


There were 14 major errors committed by the Department of 
Agriculture and the Naval Inspection Service in the 1954 grain bin 
program. They are listed below: 


1. Department of Agriculture 

A. Metal bins.—(1) The Department of Agriculture failed to fur- 
nish the Navy inspectors with adequate drawings and specifications 
in order for them to carry out a proper inspection of grain bins. 
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(2) No provision was adopted by the Department of Agriculture 
for adequate inspection at the erection site to check whether the 
materials received were in accordance with Government specifications 
or if the erection was properly performed. 

(3) A pilot model bin or sample structure was not requested by the 
Department in 1954 to check whether the component parts of the bin 
met Government specifications and the bin could be readily assembled. 

(4) The Department of Agriculture instructions relating to the 
method and procedure for the packaging for shipment of the various 
parts of the grain bin lacked clarity and detail. 

B. Wooden bins.—(5) The Department of Agriculture was dilatory 
in acting upon complaints that the lumber used in bins was defective 
and inferior. 

(6) The Department of Agriculture failed to properly press for price 
adjustments from the contractors for failure to use proper materials. 


2. The Naval Inspection Service 


A. Metal bins.—(1) The Naval Inspection Service failed to properly 
check and ascertain whether the Department of Agriculture’s drawings 
and specifications submitted for the inspection of steel bins were 
adequate for a proper inspection. 

(2) The inspectors were not instructed by their superior as to the 
type of inspection they were to carry out. 

(3) The Naval Inspection Service used drawings after their defi- 
ciencies had been drawn to the attention of the Inspector-Director 
of the Office of Navy Material by the staff of the subcommittee. 

(4) Naval inspectors on several occasions improperly used the 
manufacturer’s shop drawings to conduct their inspection of the bins. 
These drawings had not been approved by the Department of Agri- 
culture and were in error. 

(5) The inspectors improperly approved 900 “perfection type" 
bins which were not in accordance with the Department of Agriculture 
specifications for bolt spacing. 

(6) The inspectors certified various component parts of the bins 
to be in accordance with Government specifications, even though 
they failed to inspect them. These included: 

(a) Foundation pads; 
(b) Formation of the top corrugation of the foundation ring; 
Ы (с) Distance between bolt holes on the side wall sheets of the 
ins, 


(7) In the inspection of the pilot model bin the following errors 
were made: 

(a) The inspector was not present when the bin was erected to 
determine if it could be readily assembled; 

(b) The inspection was carried out without drawings and 
specifications; 

(c) The material used to construct the pilot model was not 
checked by the Navy inspector. It was erected from 1953 
Stock, not from the material sold to the Government in 1954; 

(d) The naval inspector was not aware that it was his re- 
sponsibility to determine whether the bin met Government speci- 
fications until some time after he completed his inspection. 

B. Wooden bins.—(S) Navy inspectors in 1954 improperly and 
inaccurately certified lumber as meeting Government specifications. 
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CORRECTIVE MEASURES 


The subcommittee has been informed that on December 22, 1955, 
B. S. & B. entered into an agreement with the Department of Agri- 
culture to extend its warranty for 4 years to August 31, 1959. This 
warranty calls for repair of defective bins to assure that they will be 
graintight, weathertight, and structurally sound. As evidence of its 
good faith, the company has posted a $1 million surety bond. It 
should be noted that from the inception of its investigation the sub- 
committee found the officials of B. S. & B. most cooperative. 

'The subcommittee also has been informed that there have been 21 
corrective measures taken by the Department of Agriculture and the 
Department of the Navy as a result of the investigation and hearings 
of the subcommittee on this matter. 


A. The Department of Agriculture 

(1) An inspection at the erection site has been instituted for the 
1955 grain bin program. 

(2) The manufacturer is required to submit to the Department of 
Agriculture shop drawings for the side wall sheet of the bin, foundation 
ring sheet, and the footing pad. 

(3) The Department of Agriculture will provide the Navy inspectors 
with adequate and approved fabrication drawings for the side-wall 
sheet, the footing pad, and the foundation ring sheet. 

(4) The Department of Agriculture will provide drawings and 
specifications for completely corrugated foundation rings in lieu of 
those previously used. 

(5) The manufacturer is required to erect & complete sample 
structure from current production. 

(6) The erection of a sample structure will be required at the rate 
of 1 structure out of every 500 bins, or more frequently if required by 
the inspector. 

(7) Manufacturers will be required to assemble any part or parts 
of the structure from elements under current production, selected at 
random by the inspector as frequently as he may determine. 

(8) The manufacturer is required to package structures for ship- 
ment in such manner as to obtain lowest carload lot rates. New 
requirements for loading, blocking, and bracing of structures and parts 
Pavo been adopted to fully protect and maintain original shape and 

esign. 

(9) In the packaging of the bin components for shipment, no pack- 
age shall exceed a total weight of all the six sheets comprising ring 
No. 2 of the bin. 

(10) The inspector designated by the Department of Agriculture 
will either reject structures or parts thereof or certify that they are 
in accordance with Government specifications. 

(11) The manufacturer is required to certify that each structure 
erected meets all erection specifications and was constructed fully in 
accordance with Government specifications. 

(12) The inspection or acceptance of structures by the Department 
of Agriculture shall in no way affect warranties or other contract re- 
quirements. 

(13) The manufacturer's warranty that the bin is in accordance 
with Government specifications is to be for 2 years instead of 1 year. 




















INEFFICIENCIES IN GRAIN BIN PROGRAM 17 


(14) The manufacturer is required to supervise and inspect all 
hases of the work in connection with the construction in erection of 
is structure. 

(15) If the structure does not meet Government specifications, the 

manufacturer shall specify in detail where it fails to conform. 

(16) The punching of holes in all sheets will vary with each tier 
sheet. This will preclude placing the wrong wall sheet in any of the 
six tiers which comprise the bin. 

(17) Both wooden bins and the manufacturer's own designed bin 
are excluded from the Department of Agriculture grain bin procure- 
ment program. Unless an emergency arises only the Department's 
standard cylindrical bin is to be purchased. 

B. The Naval Inspection Service 


(1) Individuals responsible for inspecting grain storage bins are 
being trained much more intensively. 

(2) Upon receipt of request to perform inspection services, the Navy 
Inspection Office will review carefully the request to assure that all 
essential detailed information, specifications, and drawings are pro- 
vided. It will undertake to establish proper inspection procedures 
and assign a trained and capable staff of inspectors to perform re- 
quested services. 

(3) A closer liaison has been instituted at the Washington level 
between the Department of Agriculture and the Naval Inspection 
Service. 

(4) A closer liaison between the Naval Inspection Service in Wash- 
ington and its field office will be maintained in the future. Upon a 
receipt of a request from the Department of Agriculture, the Naval 
Inspection Office in the field will immediately notify the Naval Inspec- 
tion Office in Washington, so that the latter Office will be able to main- 
tain administrative control over the inspection services being furnished. 


The members of the Committee on Government Operations, except 
those who are members of the Senate Permanent Subcommittee on 
Investigations, did not sit in on the hearings and executive sessions in 
which the above report was prepared. Under these circumstances, 
they have taken no part in the preparation and submission of the report, 
except to authorize its filing as a report made by the subcommittee. 
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